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Introduction
Organisational change is an important part of business development, as organisations must continually adapt to internal and external pressures to remain competitive and effective. These pressures can influence workplace culture, employee behaviour and an organisation’s overall capabilities. Understanding the factors driving change is essential for identifying potential challenges and opportunities, whilst ensuring that employees and stakeholders are supported throughout the process. This assignment will critically analyse the current forces for change within the organisation’s micro and macro environments and evaluate how these can impact workplace culture and capability. It will also examine how organisational stakeholders can be effectively led through complex workplace change, considering stakeholder priorities, resistance to change and the importance of effective leadership and communication. Relevant academic theories and models will be used to critically evaluate these factors and explore how organisations can manage change successfully. Ultimately, the assignment aims to demonstrate the importance of understanding the wider business environment and adopting appropriate leadership strategies to support successful and sustainable organisational change.
Critically analyse the current forces for change in the organisations micro and macro environment that can impact workplace culture and capability
Organisational change is the movement from a current state to a different future state through alterations to strategy, structures, technologies, processes, workforce capabilities or workplace culture. It may be proactive, where leaders anticipate future conditions, or reactive, where the organisation responds to pressures that have already emerged. In practice, most change combines both: an external event creates pressure, but leaders retain choices over the timing, scope and design of their response.
Forms of organisational change
Burke (2018) distinguishes between change that improves existing operations and change that fundamentally alters the organisation. This supports a continuum rather than a simple changed/unchanged distinction:
Developmental change improves existing skills, processes or performance, such as management training.
Transitional change replaces one system or arrangement with another, such as restructuring or introducing hybrid working.
Transformational change alters strategy, identity, values, power relationships and culture, as may occur through digital transformation or a merger.
Planned change is intentionally designed and managed.
Emergent change develops through experimentation, learning and local adaptation.
Incremental change consists of smaller, continuous improvements.
Episodic change is a substantial intervention occurring during a defined period.
This classification matters because the appropriate method depends on the nature of the change. Kotter's linear process may support a major planned transformation, while ADKAR can diagnose individual readiness. Neither is sufficient by itself where change is continuous, politically contested or emerging unpredictably.
Macro-environment forces
A PESTLE analysis identifies forces outside the organisation's direct control. These forces do not determine culture automatically; their effect is mediated by leadership decisions, resource allocation and employee involvement.
Political and legal forces
Employment regulation, equality requirements, flexible-working rights, data protection and rules governing algorithmic decision-making affect how organisations manage people. Compliance can require new HR capability, manager training, consultation and auditable decision processes.
The cultural effect depends on implementation. Treating regulation as a minimum compliance exercise can create bureaucracy and managerial defensiveness. Using it to strengthen fairness, employee voice and transparency can support a culture of trust. Political uncertainty can also encourage short-term decision-making, making sustained investment in people capability more difficult.
Economic forces
Weak growth, employment costs, inflation and financial uncertainty create pressure to improve productivity and control costs. The UK labour market has cooled, but employers continue to face difficulties securing particular capabilities. Current CIPD evidence also warns that some employers are reducing skills investment despite continuing shortages. 
Cost pressure can stimulate productive redesign and multiskilling, but it can also lead to work intensification, recruitment freezes and reduced development. These responses may deliver short-term savings while weakening psychological safety, discretionary effort and future capability. The critical issue is therefore not simply financial pressure, but whether organisations treat skills as a cost or as a strategic investment.
Technological forces
Generative AI, automation, analytics and digital collaboration are changing tasks, decision rights and skill requirements. ONS evidence indicates that training or retraining existing employees is a more common organisational response to AI than replacing roles, although both approaches occur.
Technology can increase productivity, knowledge sharing and accessibility. However, it may also reduce entry-level opportunities, intensify surveillance, reproduce bias and divide employees into those who can exploit technology and those whose work is controlled by it. Capability therefore includes more than technical literacy, employees and managers need critical judgement, data awareness, ethical reasoning and the confidence to challenge automated outputs.
A technology-led programme that neglects job design may generate superficial adoption rather than transformation. Culture is affected most positively when employees participate in redesigning work and understand how technology complements rather than simply monitors or displaces them.
Social and demographic forces
Ageing workforces, multigenerational expectations, migration patterns, long-term ill health and demands for flexibility and inclusion are changing workforce composition. Employees increasingly evaluate employers through wellbeing, fairness, purpose, development and work-life balance as well as pay.
This creates a need for inclusive leadership, accessible work design, career flexibility and knowledge transfer. However, employers should avoid treating generations as homogeneous groups. Differences attributed to age may instead reflect occupation, career stage, income or caring responsibilities. Evidence-based workforce segmentation is more useful than generational stereotypes.
Environmental forces
Climate risk, energy costs, net-zero commitments and stakeholder scrutiny require new operational and professional capabilities. Organisations may need carbon literacy, sustainable procurement, climate-risk analysis and redesigned products or services.
Environmental change can strengthen culture when employees see consistency between organisational values and investment decisions. Conversely, unsupported sustainability claims may produce cynicism. The cultural test is whether environmental responsibility is embedded in objectives, incentives and everyday decisions rather than confined to corporate communications.
Global and geopolitical forces
Supply disruption, conflict, cyber threats and changing trade relationships expose organisations to uncertainty beyond conventional market competition. These forces increase the value of scenario planning, cybersecurity, supplier diversification and rapid decision-making.
Yet resilience should not be confused with maintaining spare capacity at no cost. Redundancy and diversification may reduce short-term efficiency while protecting long-term capability. Organisations must make this trade-off explicitly rather than continually demanding that employees absorb disruption through increased workload.
Micro-environment forces
The micro environment comprises stakeholders and conditions close to the organisation, including employees, leaders, customers, competitors, suppliers and partners. Organisations can influence these forces more directly than macro conditions.
Leadership, strategy and governance
Senior leaders determine priorities, allocate resources and model acceptable behaviour. Misalignment between stated values and leadership actions is particularly damaging. For example, an organisation may promote innovation while penalising failure, or advocate wellbeing while rewarding excessive hours.
Middle and line managers are equally important because employees experience culture locally. Their capability to communicate, coach, manage conflict and support wellbeing determines whether strategic change becomes everyday practice. Leadership is therefore both a driver of change and a potential constraint on it.
Workforce skills and expectations
Skills gaps create pressure to recruit, automate, outsource or develop existing staff. Development is generally more sustainable where scarce capabilities are strategically important, although it requires time and may not meet urgent demand.
Employees also expect greater participation in decisions affecting their work. Employee voice is associated with motivation, innovation, wellbeing and lower conflict, while silence prevents leaders from identifying implementation problems. Consultation should therefore be treated as a source of operational intelligence, not merely a communication exercise.
Hybrid and flexible work
Hybrid work affects recruitment, inclusion, management and organisational identity. In 2025, 61% of surveyed employers regarded offering flexibility in job advertisements as important for attraction and addressing shortages. However, employers also reported negative effects on management, connection to purpose and culture. 
The evidence suggests that neither unrestricted remote work nor compulsory attendance is universally effective. Outcomes depend on task interdependence, employee circumstances, managerial capability and the quality of digital practices. A uniform policy may appear fair but create inequity where roles differ. Principle-based flexibility, supported by clear team agreements, is often more credible.
Customers and service expectations
Customers increasingly expect speed, personalisation, digital access, ethical conduct and consistent service. These demands can stimulate customer-focused innovation and cross-functional working. They can also create constant urgency, emotional labour and unrealistic performance targets.
Capability development should therefore balance digital and commercial skills with empathy, judgement and service recovery. An excessive focus on customer metrics can weaken culture if employees feel unsupported or pressured to manipulate indicators.
Competitors and labour-market reputation
Competitors influence pay, technology adoption, service standards and access to talent. Organisations may imitate competitors quickly to avoid appearing outdated, but imitation without strategic fit can create change overload.
Employer reputation has also become a competitive capability. Experiences shared by employees and applicants influence attraction and retention. Culture is consequently an external signal as well as an internal phenomenon.
Suppliers, partners and owners
Dependence on suppliers and outsourced services can increase flexibility but reduce direct control over quality, knowledge and employment standards. Investors and owners may support long-term transformation or demand rapid returns.
Change therefore involves competing stakeholder interests. Outsourcing may reduce costs while weakening internal expertise; automation may increase consistency while reducing developmental roles. Leaders must assess the distribution of benefits and costs rather than judging change solely by financial return.
Proactive and reactive change
	Dimension
	Proactive change
	Reactive change

	Trigger
	Forecast opportunity or risk
	Existing disruption, crisis or performance gap

	Typical approach
	Scenario planning, innovation, capability building
	Rapid restructuring, cost reduction, crisis response

	Potential benefit
	More time for consultation, learning and experimentation
	Clear urgency and rapid mobilisation

	Main risk
	Investment may be premature or based on weak assumptions
	Compressed consultation, stress and short-term decisions

	Cultural effect
	Can strengthen adaptability and learning
	Can create solidarity, but also fear and fatigue


Proactivity is not always superior. Acting too early can waste resources or create repeated initiatives. Equally, reactive change is not necessarily poor management: pandemics, cyberattacks or sudden regulation demand fast responses. The more useful distinction is between prepared and unprepared reactivity. An organisation with trusted leadership, scenario plans and adaptable skills can respond rapidly without abandoning participation and learning.
Applying the change models
Lewin: unfreeze, change and refreeze
Lewin's (1947) model frames change as disrupting established assumptions, moving towards new behaviours and stabilising them. Its strength is recognising that people need to understand why existing practices cannot continue and that new behaviours require reinforcement.
Its apparent simplicity is also a limitation. In environments shaped by continuous technological and regulatory change, a stable "refreeze" may be unrealistic. Refreezing is better interpreted as institutionalising learning, standards and accountability without eliminating adaptability.
Kotter's eight steps
Kotter (1996) proposes creating urgency, building a guiding coalition, forming and communicating a vision, empowering action, creating short-term wins, consolidating gains and embedding change in culture. It is useful for coordinating large-scale transformation and preventing leaders from declaring success prematurely.
However, it assumes that change is largely leader-led and sequential. Urgency can become manufactured anxiety, and a senior coalition may marginalise frontline knowledge. The framework works better when stages overlap, feedback changes the plan and employees help shape the vision.
Kotter and Rathgeber's (2010) Our Iceberg Is Melting communicates similar principles through a fable. This makes change ideas accessible but simplifies politics, power and conflicting interests. Real employees may resist not because they misunderstand urgency, but because they reasonably question who bears the cost.
ADKAR
Hiatt's (2006) ADKAR model focuses on Awareness, Desire, Knowledge, Ability and Reinforcement. Its main value is diagnostic: employees may understand the rationale but lack motivation, or may possess knowledge but lack time, systems or authority to perform differently.
Its individual focus can nevertheless over-personalise resistance. Low desire may reflect poor job security or distrust, while low ability may result from defective systems. ADKAR should therefore be combined with organisational analysis rather than used to classify employees as resistant.
Bridges' transition model
Bridges (2009) distinguishes external change from internal psychological transition: ending and letting go, the neutral zone, and the new beginning. It highlights identity, uncertainty and loss, issues often overlooked in project plans.
The model is particularly useful during restructures, mergers and role redesign. However, people do not move through transition uniformly or linearly. Leaders should use it as a guide for listening and support, not as a timetable against which employees are judged.
Cameron and Green
Cameron and Green (2019) integrate individual, team and organisational perspectives and compare models rather than presenting one universal solution. Their approach is valuable because current change crosses multiple levels, AI adoption, for example, requires individual learning, team-level redesign, leadership decisions and system-wide governance. 
The limitation is that a broad toolkit can encourage managers to select techniques pragmatically without examining underlying power and ethics. Model selection should therefore be based on diagnosis, stakeholder effects and evidence, not convenience.
Overall evaluation
The most significant current forces are interconnected, economic pressure accelerates automation, AI changes skills and entry routes, hybrid working alters culture and managerial capability, demographic and health trends constrain labour supply and regulatory and environmental expectations raise standards of accountability.
No single model adequately manages this complexity. A stronger approach combines:
Burke to diagnose the depth and system-wide nature of change.
Kotter to mobilise and coordinate major transformation.
ADKAR to identify barriers at individual level.
Bridges to manage loss, identity and uncertainty.
Lewin to challenge existing assumptions and embed new practices.
Cameron and Green to integrate individual, team and organisational perspectives.
The decisive factor is not whether organisations change, but how capability and culture are developed during change. Organisations that rely on repeated top-down interventions may achieve compliance while producing fatigue, silence and dependency. Those that combine environmental scanning, employee voice, ethical technology governance, manager development and continuous learning are more likely to build an adaptive culture capable of responding to both proactive opportunities and reactive pressures.
Evaluate how organisational stakeholders can be efficiently led through complex workplace change   
Organisational change is essential for businesses to remain competitive, improve performance and respond to changing economic, social and technological conditions. However, change can be challenging because stakeholders have different priorities, expectations and levels of influence. Effective leadership is therefore necessary to ensure that stakeholders understand the reasons for change, feel involved in the process and receive appropriate support. This assignment evaluates how organisations can manage stakeholders through complex workplace change, using stakeholder prioritisation theory, change management models and Rick Maurer’s (2010) explanation of resistance to change.
Stakeholder identification and prioritisation
Stakeholders are individuals or groups who can influence or are affected by an organisation’s decisions and activities. Freeman (1984) argues that organisations must consider the interests of their stakeholders rather than focusing exclusively on financial performance. Internal stakeholders include employees, managers, directors and trade unions, while external stakeholders include customers, suppliers, investors, government bodies and local communities.
Mitchell et al. (1997) developed the stakeholder salience model, which identifies three attributes that influence how much attention stakeholders receive: power, legitimacy and urgency. Power refers to a stakeholder’s ability to influence organisational decisions, legitimacy concerns whether their interests or claims are appropriate, and urgency relates to the importance and time sensitivity of their demands. Stakeholders possessing all three attributes are classified as definitive stakeholders and generally require immediate managerial attention.
For example, senior management may have significant power because they control budgets and strategic decisions. Employees have legitimate interests because workplace changes directly affect their responsibilities, working conditions and job security. Customers may have urgent concerns if changes affect service quality. Identifying these differences allows leaders to allocate resources effectively and determine which stakeholders require the greatest involvement.
However, stakeholder prioritisation has limitations. Mitchell et al.’s (1997) model can help managers decide whose interests require attention, but it does not guarantee that less powerful stakeholders will receive fair treatment. Employees may have limited formal authority but possess valuable knowledge about operational problems. Therefore, leaders should use stakeholder prioritisation to guide engagement rather than exclude individuals whose concerns appear less influential.
Leading stakeholders through organisational change
Effective change management requires a clear strategy, consistent communication and meaningful stakeholder involvement. Kotter (1995) identifies several factors associated with successful transformation, including establishing urgency, creating a guiding coalition, developing a vision and communicating that vision effectively.
Leaders should begin by explaining why change is necessary and what the organisation aims to achieve. Without a clear explanation, employees may interpret change as unnecessary disruption or a threat to their existing roles. Managers should communicate the benefits, potential difficulties and expected outcomes honestly, avoiding unrealistic promises.
Stakeholder engagement is equally important. Employees should be consulted before decisions are finalised wherever possible, as this allows them to raise concerns and contribute practical suggestions. Involving employees can improve the quality of decisions because frontline workers often understand operational challenges that senior managers may overlook. Armenakis et al. (1993) highlight the importance of preparing organisational members for change by developing their understanding of its necessity and their confidence in its implementation.
Training and ongoing support are also essential. Employees may struggle with new responsibilities, systems or working practices if they do not receive sufficient guidance. Providing appropriate training, opportunities to practise and access to managers can reduce uncertainty and improve confidence. Leaders should also monitor progress through employee feedback, performance indicators and regular reviews. This enables problems to be identified early and the approach to be adjusted when necessary.
Lewin’s (1947) three-stage model provides another useful framework. The first stage, unfreezing, involves challenging existing practices and preparing stakeholders for change. The second stage, changing, involves implementing new processes and supporting employees as they adapt. The final stage, refreezing, involves reinforcing successful practices so that they become embedded in organisational culture. Although workplace change is not always linear, the model demonstrates the importance of preparation, implementation and long-term reinforcement.
Understanding and managing resistance to change
Resistance is a common challenge during organisational change. Maurer (2010) argues that resistance often occurs at three levels: “I don’t get it”, “I don’t like it” and “I don’t like you”. These categories highlight the different reasons stakeholders may oppose change and demonstrate why leaders must respond to the underlying cause rather than simply demand compliance.
The first level, “I don’t get it”, represents intellectual resistance. Stakeholders may not understand the reasons for change, its intended benefits or how it will affect their responsibilities. Leaders can address this through clear communication, demonstrations, consultation and opportunities to ask questions. Explaining the evidence behind decisions helps stakeholders make informed judgements and reduces misunderstandings.
The second level, “I don’t like it”, represents emotional resistance. Employees may fear losing their jobs, becoming less competent, losing control over their work or being forced to abandon familiar routines. These concerns should not be dismissed as irrational. Oreg (2006) demonstrates that resistance to change is influenced by individual differences and the circumstances surrounding change. Managers should acknowledge employees’ concerns, provide reassurance where justified and offer practical support during the transition.
The third level, “I don’t like you”, concerns a lack of trust in the people leading change. Employees may resist because they believe managers are acting unfairly, have failed to listen or have previously broken promises. In these circumstances, providing more information alone may not resolve the problem. Leaders need to demonstrate integrity, listen actively, explain decisions transparently and follow through on commitments.
Maurer’s (2010) framework is valuable because it recognises that resistance is not always caused by a lack of understanding. However, it should not be treated as a complete explanation of every objection. Resistance may also reflect genuine problems, including insufficient resources, unrealistic deadlines or threats to employees’ rights. Effective leaders must distinguish between avoidable misunderstandings and legitimate criticisms that require changes to the implementation plan.
Evaluating stakeholder engagement and leadership effectiveness
The success of organisational change depends on more than whether a new system or process has been introduced. Leaders should evaluate whether the change achieves its intended objectives while maintaining employee wellbeing, stakeholder trust and service quality.
Useful measures include employee engagement, training completion, productivity, customer satisfaction, staff turnover and the achievement of agreed milestones. Qualitative feedback is also important because numerical performance indicators may not reveal anxiety, frustration or declining morale. Regular consultation allows leaders to identify unintended consequences and make improvements.
A further consideration is organisational culture. Schein (2010) explains that organisational culture includes shared assumptions, values and practices that influence how people behave. If proposed changes conflict with established cultural expectations, implementation may be particularly difficult. Leaders must therefore consider existing workplace values and ensure that the change is supported by appropriate behaviours, incentives and management practices.
Ultimately, effective stakeholder management requires flexibility. No single leadership approach will address every stakeholder’s needs. Leaders should combine structured planning with open communication, participation and responsiveness. They must also recognise that stakeholder interests may conflict, requiring fair decisions and clear explanations of how competing priorities have been balanced.
Conclusion
Organisational stakeholders can be led through complex workplace change more effectively when leaders identify their needs, prioritise engagement appropriately and address resistance constructively. Mitchell et al.‘s (1997) stakeholder salience model helps managers assess power, legitimacy and urgency, while Kotter’s (1995) approach and Lewin’s (1947) model provide useful guidance for preparing, implementing and reinforcing change. Maurer’s (2010) three levels of resistance further demonstrate the importance of addressing intellectual concerns, emotional reactions and a lack of trust. However, these frameworks must be applied critically and adapted to the organisation’s circumstances. Ultimately, successful change depends on credible leadership, meaningful employee involvement, appropriate resources and continuous evaluation.
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Mitchell, R.K. et al (1997) – prioritising stakeholders table – keep satisfied, keep informed etc
As Rick Maurer (2010) states: ‘There is resistance and there is resistance.’ He goes on to describe three reasons why people resist change







Sensitivity: general

Sensitivity: general

2


image1.png
PRIFYSGOL CYMRU ———
S Y Drindod Dewi Sant
UNIVERSITY OF WALES

Trinity Saint David





